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Micro-Managing the Writing Process in Teacher Education

In teacher education programs, instructors are expected to assist English Education majors

in learning and being able to teach the writing process(es), but the current assault on these

programs by accrediting agencies force programs into models of accountability that in fact micro-

manage the assessment in these programs.

As the cry for accountability rises from students to teachers, to parents and administrators,

college and university teacher education programs find increasingly difficult demands are made

upon them to demonstrate that these programs do, in fact, produce competent teachers. Yet, these

programs remain assaulted by overlapping accrediting agencies and disciplinary bodies--all with

their own sets of standards and expectations.

This paper discusses one school's attempt to implement a required rubric for demonstrating

competence in the Writing Process Standards for the State of Illinois (Language Arts 13-18).

Although these standards are in many ways similar to the NCATE (and thus NCTE) standards for

demonstrating competence in the writing process, the differences in accountability suggest that

disciplinary methodologies do not complement each other, rather impose values upon each other.

Thus, the need to produce documented and scored (and differentiated--opposed to simple checklist)

data required by the educational accrediting demonstrates micro managing of English classrooms

and outcomes.

The story is really a simple one. One day while we were minding our own business, we

received word of a colloquium by the Education Department at our school. Since we are part of the

teacher education program, we attended. By the end of that meeting we were frazzled and
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discombobulated. We were being asked to design rubrics to match all of the state's standards for

English language arts. Slowly and surely we pared the list of 30 down to a manageable 15 or so

and left the rest for the Education Department to work with.

Herein lies the first trap. The standards, which are based on NCATE/NCTE standards, are

sufficiently vague. We have to create specific rubrics for general practices; thus, we began by

eliminating any semblance of content in our rubrics. Although this may sound like an objection, I

suppose we were also the first to recognize that this could profit us. We don't have to really settle

on what students must know; rather we have to settle on whether or not students can do something.

In fact, the standards document attempts to distinguish between knowledge and performance, but

these distinctions seem arbitrary. For writing, the students are not obligated to know all the

different kinds of brainstorming activities, but they must know at least a few of them, or better yet,

be able to use one or two in a paper and an assignment. Or, as the standard indicates: "The

competent language arts teacher understands the importance and value of prewriting as a

component of the writing process" and "explains and reinforces the importance of prewriting as a

component of the writing process." But this is getting ahead of ourselves.

The second trap was more insidious. While many members of the English Department

view standards qualitatively, the Education Department wanted numbers. Throughout this paper,

when I suggest that the school's Education Department wanted something, I want to note that this

is almost synonymous with the state Education Department wanting something as the school

Education Department was the lens through which the state mandate was viewed. Unless the

standards were quantifiable, they would not be accepted. This number crunching also affected the

way in which we expected numbers to be interpreted. The Education Department wants numbers

that reflect a wide range of possible numbers (that, is some students do not measure up) whereas
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some in the English department were content to ensure that students mastered the material, thus

failure was not an option. For writing, the option to suggest that students used a sufficient number

of brainstorming activities won out over the option to suggest students were tested on

brainstorming and given a percentage of correct answers. As noted, the standard themselves seem

to opt for the "competent" language arts teacher, not the good or excellent one. This remained a

recurring theme.

The third trap set before us was to assign classes where the standards would be taught and

where students would have the opportunity to be assessed via the rubrics. Because most of the

standards ask that students "understand, model, and teach" some relevant part of the writing

process, this either suggests that students will be given standards in three classes or have one class

where all standards are dealt with. For writing, that meant dividing the "understand and model"

from the "teaching." Understanding and modeling went into the required English writing class

Advanced Writing, and teaching went into the pedagogy classin this case, Teaching Writing.

Here, of course, lies a difficulty. Students in Advanced Writing are not all Education majors, and

using the rubric would make for different assessments or assessments not necessarily apropos for

those who are not Education majors. Students in Teaching Writing are education majors (those

who are not quickly drop), but using the rubric on their papers would involve different purposes

and audiences than the course could accept. And, while Advanced Writing could handle the

additional assessment, another assessment in Teaching Writing would interfere with the other goals

in the course, namely important content about pedagogy, multi-cultural learning, computer-assisted

instruction, theory, and such. Ironically, it might strengthen the argument against standardized

testing or statewide writing assessments.
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On the other hand, one class retained one of the writing standards in its entirety. The

standard on publishing (18) was assigned to Grammar for Teachers, for no apparent reason other

than the existing standards would be quite a task for the other classes as is. This standard caused

some contention within the department. As all students are required to take the general education

communication requirement, we thought several standards might be addressed elsewhere. But, we

decided that having general education teachers be responsible for documenting behavior even

before the students have declared their major was not a good ideaas we would have moved some

standards to the first-year writing courses ourselvesso we let the communication department off

the hook. Because of the expectations that these standards be assigned classes, Advanced Writing

is the loser of this game having 5 of the writing process standards (13, 14, 15, 16, 17) assigned to it.

In an odd balancing act, the editing and proofreading standards are separated from the publishing

standards, but this state of affairs may not continue as 17 might be later sent to Grammar for

Teachers.

A fourth trap has already been alluded to but is further demonstrated by the standards

themselvesnamely, the writing process that the state mandates is inadequate. This is not to

suggest that if only the state would improve their idea of the writing process then the standards

would be acceptable. Many scholars have acknowledged that the writing process is not a

monolithic process rather it is several processes. The recursive nature of the process is delimited

by the requirement that students pre-write, draft, revise, and then edit. This process seems far too

linear and circumscribed. Likewise, this linearity is further confirmed by the requirement/

suggestion that teachers provide assignments for each step in the process. I will be the first to

admit that this view of writing instruction is more realistic than more extended models of multiple

drafts and more favorable than "one and done" drafts, but I do not believe partitioning something
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that is more holistic does service to student writers. It would also be on the verge of tackiness to

point out that the state writing assessment involves writing that is either devoid of the writing

process or condenses that process into a short block of time.

A final trap set for rubric writers and teachers of writing is more theoretical than practical.

This involves the general climate that stresses accountable over responsibility. Let's face it;

anyone at a smaller school realizes that the state appears to want all small schools to do something

other than teacher preparation. The state accomplishes these goals by continually demanding more

paperwork, more classes, and more documentation. Larger schools can put graduate students,

work-study students, and paraprofessionals to work at shuffling papers, but for small schools the

burdens increase. Those of us at small schools also realize that as much as we would like to drop

the education aspect of our major, we find that most of our majors are in teacher education (about

75% of our 50 majors); thus, our survival depends on working longer hours to meet the state-

mandated requirements. And, of course, this burden becomes another hoop to jump along with

North Central accreditation and all of our other responsibilities. The bottom line here is that

accountability is called for, but not for positive reasons; rather, because of the perpetual "crises" in

education, somebody needs a scapegoat, and teacher education seems like the next one available.

I have provided the rubrics for your perusal. We believe that in many ways we have taken

the path of least resistance, yet as I try to have my students in Teaching Writing design lesson plans

on their own and with their own stamp on the process, I find the students unclear of how the

Education Department's boilerplate version of a lesson plan can be adapted to fit the priorities of

the rubric. Students also seem unclear on how one teaches the writing process as a content-less

entity. These rubrics are generic but also provide the least common denominator. Remember,

according to the state, all we're asking for is the competent language arts teacher.

7



A
PP

E
N

D
IX

St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

10
 A

dv
an

ce
d 

W
ri

tin
g

St
an

da
rd

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
ns

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
an

da
rd

 1
3

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 a

nd
m

od
el

s 
re

co
gn

iti
on

 o
f

rh
et

or
ic

al
 s

en
si

bi
lit

ie
s 

w
ith

in
th

e 
w

ri
tin

g 
pr

oc
es

s.

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
an

d
w

ri
te

s 
fo

r 
a 

sp
ec

if
ic

pu
rp

os
e.

13
A

, 1
3E

Pu
rp

os
e 

(I
de

nt
if

ie
d)

:

Pu
rp

os
e 

(E
ng

ag
ed

)

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 e

le
m

en
t

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
an

d
w

ri
te

s 
fo

r 
a 

sp
ec

if
ic

au
di

en
ce

.
13

A
, 1

3E
, 1

3G

A
ud

ie
nc

e 
(I

de
nt

if
ie

d)
:

A
ud

ie
nc

e 
(E

ng
ag

ed
):

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 e

le
m

en
t

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
an

d
us

es
 a

n 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
m

od
e.

13
A

, 1
3F

M
od

e 
(I

de
nt

if
ie

d)
:

M
od

e 
(E

ng
ag

ed
)

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 e

le
m

en
t

St
ud

en
t r

ev
is

es
 to

 a
lig

n
w

ri
tin

g 
w

ith
 p

ur
po

se
,

au
di

en
ce

, a
nd

 m
od

e.
13

B

R
ev

is
io

n 
1:

R
ev

is
io

n 
2:

R
ev

is
io

n 
3:

3=
T

hr
ee

 R
ev

is
io

ns

2=
T

w
o 

R
ev

is
io

ns

1=
O

ne
 r

ev
is

io
n

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
to

 a
lig

n 
w

ri
tin

g 
w

ith
pu

rp
os

e,
 a

ud
ie

nc
e,

 a
nd

m
od

e.
13

D

T
ec

hn
ol

og
y:

1=
T

ec
hn

ol
og

y
_/

10



St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

10
 A

dv
an

ce
d 

W
ri

tin
g

St
an

da
rd

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
n

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
an

da
rd

 1
4

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 a

nd
m

od
el

s 
pr

ew
ri

tin
g 

st
ra

te
gi

es
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

fo
r 

th
e 

st
ud

en
t t

o
m

ee
t a

 v
ar

ie
ty

 o
f 

rh
et

or
ic

al
si

tu
at

io
ns

.

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
an

d
pr

ac
tic

es
 p

re
w

ri
tin

g.
14

A
, 1

4F

Pr
ew

ri
tin

g 
(I

de
nt

if
ie

s)
:

Pr
ew

ri
tin

g 
(P

ra
ct

ic
es

):

2=
Id

en
tif

ie
s 

an
d

Pr
ac

tic
es

1=
 I

de
nt

if
ie

s 
or

Pr
ac

tic
es

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

m
ul

tip
le

pr
ew

ri
tin

g 
st

ra
te

gi
es

.
14

B
, 1

4H

St
ra

te
gy

 1
:

St
ra

te
gy

 2
:

St
ra

te
gy

 3
:

3=
A

ll 
th

re
e 

st
ra

te
gi

es

2=
T

w
o 

st
ra

te
gi

es

1=
O

ne
 s

tr
at

eg
y

St
ud

en
t a

lig
ns

 p
re

w
ri

tin
g

w
ith

 p
ur

po
se

 a
nd

au
di

en
ce

.
14

1

Pu
rp

os
e:

A
ud

ie
nc

e:

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 e

le
m

en
t

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
to

 f
ac

ili
ta

te
 p

re
w

ri
tin

g
st

ra
te

gi
es

.
14

E
, 1

4G

T
ec

hn
ol

og
y:

1=
T

ec
hn

ol
og

y
/8



St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

10
 A

dv
an

ce
d 

W
ri

tin
g

St
an

da
rd

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
n

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
an

da
rd

 1
5

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 a

nd
 m

od
el

s
st

ra
te

gi
es

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
w

ri
tin

g
pr

oc
es

s 
th

at
 e

na
bl

e 
st

ud
en

ts
 to

pr
og

re
ss

 f
ro

m
 p

re
w

ri
tin

g 
to

dr
af

tin
g 

do
cu

m
en

ts
 f

or
 v

ar
io

us
an

d 
sp

ec
if

ic
 r

he
to

ri
ca

l s
itu

at
io

ns
.

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
an

d
pr

ac
tic

es
 d

ra
ft

in
g.

15
A

, 1
5F

D
ra

ft
in

g 
(I

de
nt

if
ie

s)
:

D
ra

ft
in

g 
(P

ra
ct

ic
es

):

2=
Id

en
tif

ie
s 

an
d

Pr
ac

tic
es

1=
 I

de
nt

if
ie

s 
or

 P
ra

ct
ic

es

St
ud

en
t d

ra
ft

s 
us

in
g

se
nt

en
ce

s,
 p

ar
ag

ra
ph

s,
an

d 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n.
15

C
, 1

51

Se
nt

en
ce

s:
 Y

 / 
N

Pa
ra

gr
ap

hs
: Y

 / 
N

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n:
 Y

 / 
N

T
he

si
s:

3=
A

ll 
th

re
e 

el
em

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 e

le
m

en
t

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

sp
el

lin
g 

an
d

gr
am

m
at

ic
al

co
nv

en
tio

ns
.

15
B

, 1
5H

Sp
el

lin
g:

G
ra

m
m

ar
:

4=
90

%
 C

or
re

ct
ne

ss
 in

sa
m

pl
e 

pa
ra

gr
ap

h
3=

80
%

C
or

re
ct

ne
ss

2=
70

%
 C

or
re

ct
ne

ss
1=

60
%

 C
or

re
ct

ne
ss

0=
B

el
ow

 6
0%

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

a 
va

ri
et

y 
of

tr
an

si
tio

ns
.

15
J

C
om

pa
ri

so
n:

C
on

tr
as

tiv
e:

A
dd

iti
ve

:

T
em

po
ra

l:

4=
Fo

ur
 T

ra
ns

iti
on

s

3=
T

hr
ee

 T
ra

ns
iti

on
s

2=
T

w
o 

T
ra

ns
iti

on
s

1=
O

ne
 T

ra
ns

iti
on

s
St

ud
en

t u
se

s 
vo

ic
e 

in
dr

af
tin

g.
15

L

D
ic

tio
n:

W
or

d 
C

ho
ic

e:

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 e

le
m

en
t

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
an

d 
co

nf
er

en
ce

s 
to

fa
ci

lit
at

e 
dr

af
tin

g.
15

E
, 1

5M
, 1

5N

T
ec

hn
ol

og
y:

C
on

fe
re

nc
es

:

1=
T

ec
hn

ol
og

y

/1
6



St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

10
 A

dv
an

ce
d 

W
ri

tin
g

St
an

da
rd

 1
6

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
n

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 a

nd
m

od
el

s 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 w
ith

 th
e

w
ri

tin
g 

pr
oc

es
s 

th
at

 e
na

bl
e

st
ud

en
ts

 to
 r

ev
is

e 
dr

af
ts

 o
f

do
cu

m
en

ts
 w

ri
tte

n 
fo

r 
a

va
ri

et
y 

of
 r

he
to

ri
ca

l s
itu

at
io

ns
.

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
an

d
pr

ac
tic

es
 r

ev
is

io
n.

16
A

, 1
6E

R
ev

is
io

n 
(I

de
nt

if
ie

s)
:

R
ev

is
io

n 
(P

ra
ct

ic
es

):

2=
Id

en
tif

ie
s 

an
d

Pr
ac

tic
es

1=
 I

de
nt

if
ie

s 
or

Pr
ac

tic
es

St
ud

en
t r

ev
is

es
 b

as
ed

 o
n

rh
et

or
ic

al
 s

itu
at

io
n 

an
d

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

(G
lo

ba
l)

 a
s

w
el

l a
s 

on
 c

on
ve

nt
io

ns
,

st
yl

e,
 e

tc
. (

Sp
ec

if
ic

).
16

B
, 1

6F
, 1

6,
 1

6G
, 1

6

Si
tu

at
io

n:

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n:

C
on

ve
nt

io
ns

:

St
yl

e,
 D

ic
tio

n,
 V

oi
ce

:

4=
Fo

ur
 R

ev
is

io
ns

3=
T

hr
ee

 R
ev

is
io

ns

2=
T

w
o 

R
ev

is
io

ns

1=
O

ne
 R

ev
is

io
n

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

a 
va

ri
et

y 
of

re
vi

si
on

 s
tr

at
eg

ie
s 

an
d

m
od

es
.

16
C

Pe
er

/G
ro

up
:

T
ut

or
ia

l:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

3=
T

hr
ee

 E
le

m
en

ts

2=
T

w
o 

el
em

en
ts

1O
ne

 e
le

m
en

t

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
to

 f
ac

ili
ta

te
 r

ev
is

io
n

st
ra

te
gi

es
.

16
1

T
ec

hn
ol

og
y:

1=
T

ec
hn

ol
og

y
_/

10



St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

10
 A

dv
an

ce
d 

W
ri

tin
g

St
an

da
rd

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
n

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
an

da
rd

 1
7

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 a

nd
m

od
el

s 
pr

oo
fr

ea
di

ng
 a

nd
ed

iti
ng

 te
ch

ni
qu

es
 f

or
do

cu
m

en
ts

 th
at

 a
dd

re
ss

va
ri

ou
s 

an
d 

sp
ec

if
ic

 r
he

to
ri

ca
l

si
tu

at
io

ns
.

St
ud

en
t p

ro
of

re
ad

s 
an

d
ed

its
 w

ri
tin

g 
an

d 
m

ak
es

ch
an

ge
s 

fr
om

 d
ra

ft
 to

co
py

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
an

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
of

 w
ri

tte
n

do
cu

m
en

ts
. 1

7D

C
ha

ng
e 

1:

C
ha

ng
e 

2:

C
ha

ng
e 

3:

2=
Id

en
tif

ie
s 

an
d

Pr
ac

tic
es

1=
 I

de
nt

if
ie

s 
or

Pr
ac

tic
es

St
ud

en
t e

di
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n
rh

et
or

ic
al

 s
itu

at
io

n 
an

d
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
(G

lo
ba

l)
 a

s
w

el
l a

s 
on

 c
on

ve
nt

io
ns

,
st

yl
e,

 e
tc

. (
Sp

ec
if

ic
).

17
A

, 1
7G

, 1
7H

Si
tu

at
io

n:

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n:

C
on

ve
nt

io
ns

:

St
yl

e,
 D

ic
tio

n,
 V

oi
ce

:

4=
Fo

ur
 E

di
ts

3=
T

hr
ee

 E
di

ts

2=
T

w
o 

E
di

ts

1=
O

ne
 E

di
t

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 a

nd
us

es
 a

 v
ar

ie
ty

 o
f 

re
so

ur
ce

s
fo

r 
ed

iti
ng

 a
nd

pr
oo

fr
ea

di
ng

.
17

E
, 1

71

Se
lf

-E
va

lu
at

io
n

Pe
er

-E
va

lu
at

io
n

In
st

ru
ct

or
-E

va
lu

at
io

n

3=
T

hr
ee

 R
es

ou
rc

es

2=
T

w
o 

R
es

ou
rc

es

1=
O

ne
 R

es
ou

rc
e

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
E

ng
lis

h 
co

nv
en

tio
ns

 o
f

gr
am

m
ar

, s
em

an
tic

s,
sy

nt
ax

, m
or

ph
ol

og
y,

 a
nd

ph
on

ol
og

y.
17

B
, 1

7C

G
ra

m
m

ar
:

Se
m

an
tic

s:
Sy

nt
ax

:
M

or
ph

ol
og

y:
Ph

on
ol

og
y:

Sa
m

pl
e 

Pa
ra

gr
ap

h
5=

A
ll 

el
em

en
ts

4=
1 

in
co

rr
ec

t e
le

m
en

t
3=

2 
in

co
rr

ec
t

2=
3 

in
co

rr
ec

t
1=

4 
in

co
rr

ec
t.

A
ny

 m
is

ta
ke

 in
di

ca
te

s
la

ck
 o

f 
m

as
te

ry
.

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
to

 f
ac

ili
ta

te
 p

ro
of

re
ad

in
g

an
d 

ed
iti

ng
 te

ch
ni

qu
es

.
17

J

T
ec

hn
ol

og
y:

1=
T

ec
hn

ol
og

y
_/

15



St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

15
 G

ra
m

m
ar

 F
or

 T
ea

ch
er

s

St
an

da
rd

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
n

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
an

da
rd

 1
8

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
, m

od
el

s
an

d 
te

ac
he

rs
 th

e 
pr

ep
ar

at
io

n 
of

w
ri

tte
n 

do
cu

m
en

ts
 f

or
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n.

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
 th

e
im

po
rt

an
ce

 o
f 

pu
bl

is
hi

ng
as

 a
n 

in
te

gr
al

 c
om

po
ne

nt
of

 th
e 

w
ri

tin
g 

pr
oc

es
s

18
A

, 1
8F

St
ud

en
t i

de
nt

if
ie

s 
4

av
en

ue
s 

fo
r 

st
ud

en
t

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n.

4=
Fo

ur
 A

ve
nu

es

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ve

nu
es

2=
T

w
o 

A
ve

nu
es

1=
T

hr
ee

 A
ve

nu
es

/4
St

ud
en

t d
es

ig
ns

 a
 v

ar
ie

ty
of

 te
xt

 f
or

 d
if

fe
re

nt
rh

et
or

ic
al

 s
itu

at
io

ns
.

18
C

, 1
8H

St
ud

en
t c

re
at

es
 tw

o
m

an
us

cr
ip

ts
 f

or
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
fo

llo
w

in
g

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

2=
T

w
o 

M
an

us
cr

ip
ts

1=
O

ne
 M

an
us

cr
ip

t
/2

St
ud

en
t u

se
s 

an
d

un
de

rs
ta

nd
s 

th
e

te
ch

no
lo

gy
 r

eq
ui

re
d 

fo
r

pr
ep

ar
in

g 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 f
or

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n 

18
B

, 1
8D

,
18

G

St
ud

en
t f

or
m

at
s 

tw
o

m
an

us
cr

ip
ts

 u
si

ng
av

ai
la

bl
e 

te
ch

no
lo

gy

2=
T

w
o 

M
an

us
cr

ip
ts

1=
O

ne
 M

an
us

cr
ip

t

/2
St

ud
en

t c
om

po
se

s 
w

ri
tin

g
as

si
gn

m
en

ts
 th

at
 in

cl
ud

e
th

e 
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n 
of

 w
ri

tte
n

do
cu

m
en

ts
.

18
1

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 1

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 2

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 3

:

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 A

ss
ig

nm
en

t
/3



St
ud

en
t:

In
st

ru
ct

or
:

E
ng

lis
h 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t W

ri
tin

g 
Pr

oc
es

s 
R

ub
ri

c
Fo

r 
St

ud
en

ts
 E

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 P

ro
gr

am
 O

ne
: T

ea
ch

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n

A
dv

is
or

:
C

ou
rs

e:
 3

16
 T

ea
ch

in
g 

W
ri

tin
g

St
an

da
rd

E
le

m
en

ts
D

at
es

Sp
ec

if
ic

 I
nd

ic
at

io
n

N
ar

ra
tiv

e
R

ub
ri

c
Sc

or
e

St
an

da
rd

 1
3

St
ud

en
t t

ea
ch

es
 r

ec
og

ni
tio

n
of

 r
he

to
ri

ca
l s

en
si

bi
lit

ie
s

w
ith

in
 th

e 
w

ri
tin

g 
pr

oc
es

s.

St
ud

en
t c

om
po

se
s 

a
w

ri
tin

g 
as

si
gn

m
en

t f
or

3 
di

ff
er

en
t p

ur
po

se
s

am
d 

au
di

en
ce

s.
13

C
, 1

3G

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 1

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 2

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 3

:

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 A

ss
ig

nm
en

t
/3

St
an

da
rd

 1
4

St
ud

en
t t

ea
ch

es
 p

re
w

ri
tin

g
st

ra
te

gi
es

 n
ec

es
sa

ry
 f

or
 th

e
st

ud
en

t t
o 

m
ee

t a
 v

ar
ie

ty
 o

f
rh

et
or

ic
al

 s
itu

at
io

ns
.

St
ud

en
t c

om
po

se
s

w
ri

tin
g 

as
si

gn
m

en
ts

(3
) 

to
 in

cl
ud

e 
a 

va
ri

et
y

of
 p

re
w

ri
tin

g
st

ra
te

gi
es

.
14

C
, 1

4D
, 1

41

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 1

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 2

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 3

:

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 A

ss
ig

nm
en

t
/3

St
an

da
rd

 1
5

St
ud

en
t t

ea
ch

es
 s

tr
at

eg
ie

s
w

ith
in

 th
e 

w
ri

tin
g 

pr
oc

es
s

th
at

 e
na

bl
e 

st
ud

en
ts

 to
pr

og
re

ss
 f

ro
m

 p
re

w
ri

tin
g 

to
dr

af
tin

g 
do

cu
m

en
ts

 f
or

va
ri

ou
s 

an
d 

sp
ec

if
ic

rh
et

or
ic

al
 s

itu
at

io
ns

.

St
ud

en
t c

om
po

se
s

w
ri

tin
g 

as
si

gn
m

en
ts

th
at

 in
cl

ud
e 

dr
af

tin
g

sh
or

t d
oc

um
en

ts
 a

nd
m

ul
ti-

pa
ra

gr
ap

h
do

cu
m

en
ts

.
15

D
, 1

5G
, 1

5K

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 1

 (
Sh

or
t)

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 2

 (
M

ul
ti-

Pa
ra

gr
ap

h)

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

/2
St

an
da

rd
 1

6
St

ud
en

t t
ea

ch
es

 s
tr

at
eg

ie
s

w
ith

in
 th

e 
w

ri
tin

g 
pr

oc
es

s
th

at
 e

na
bl

e 
st

ud
en

ts
 to

re
vi

se
 d

ra
ft

s 
of

 d
oc

um
en

ts
w

ri
tte

n 
fo

r 
a 

va
ri

et
y 

of
rh

et
or

ic
al

 s
itu

at
io

ns

St
ud

en
t c

om
po

se
s

w
ri

tin
g 

as
si

gn
m

en
ts

(3
) 

to
 in

cl
ud

e 
a 

va
ri

et
y

of
 r

ev
is

io
n 

st
ra

te
gi

es
.

16
D

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 1

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 2

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 3

:

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 A

ss
ig

nm
en

t
_/

3

St
an

da
rd

 1
7

St
ud

en
t u

nd
er

st
an

ds
,

m
od

el
s,

 a
nd

 te
ac

he
s

pr
oo

fr
ea

di
ng

 a
nd

 e
di

tin
g

te
ch

ni
qu

es
 f

or
 d

oc
um

en
ts

th
at

 a
dd

re
ss

 v
ar

io
us

 a
nd

sp
ec

if
ic

 r
he

to
ri

ca
l s

itu
at

io
ns

St
ud

en
t c

om
po

se
s

w
ri

tin
g 

as
si

gn
m

en
ts

(3
) 

to
 in

cl
ud

e 
a 

va
ri

et
y

of
 p

ro
of

re
ad

in
g

st
ra

te
gi

es
.

17
H

, 1
71

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 1

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 2

:

A
ss

ig
nm

en
t 3

:

3=
T

hr
ee

 A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

2=
T

w
o 

A
ss

ig
nm

en
ts

1=
O

ne
 A

ss
ig

nm
en

t
/3



ERIC REC Submissions Reproduction Release Form

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

= National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)
Reproduction Release (Specific Document)

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

CS 511 756

Educatiori Watts latnallos tem

Title: A ;as, vt\A.01 PlocEss itic5 GINEA

lAuthor(s):

Corporate Source: Publication Date: l Nov oo2-

II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:
In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community,
documents announced in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made
available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document
Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if reproduction release is granted, one of t
following notices is affixed to the document.
If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three
options and sign in the indicated space following.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

The sample sticker shown below will be affixed to all
Level 2A documents

The sample sticker shown below will be affixed to all
Level 2B documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRAN BY

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC (:OLLEcrioN SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,

HAS BEEN GRAN BY

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL. IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS B :N GRANTED Wi

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

TO TIIE ED uCATIONAI.: RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level I Level 2A Level 2B

t t t

Check here for Level I release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche
or other ERIC archival media (e.g. electronic)

and paper copy.

Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media

for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

Check here for Level 2B release, permitting reproducti(
and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and
disseminate this document as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche, or electronic media by persons other
than ERIC employees and its system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-
profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete
inquiries.

Signature: "--(1----- Printed NanielP°sitimfritietfCgdZ2 KRaAciS kW/H-3* 4

Organization/Address: L,,,,,,s Ur, ilk./ 3-,4- y

eyhtovalk =II 6bYvb

Telephone: li s 1010 ®S`0 i Fax: ccl S _t 3(, S 5 r c

E-mail Address: bro., ,,,,,..1s- .a. Date: 2 i -S- 103

III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE): r)-(-,)oneca,40-
If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another

http://eric.indiana.edu/www/submithelease.shtml 2/6/03


